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“Southern 500, it has also earned the
ominous and accurate nickname as the
track ‘‘too tough to tame’’.

For five decades, people from around
the world have traveled to this other-
wise quiet city in order to be spec-
tators in this contest of driving and
mechanical skill. The atmosphere is
festive, with the infield and stands
packed to capacity with racing enthu-
siasts who are willing to brave the
cruel heat, stifling humidity, and un-
forgiving sun in order to see which
driver is able to prove that his mettle
is equal to the asphalt and curves that
make-up this 1.36 mile track. In 1950,
the year of the first race, 25,000 people
turned out as spectators, this year,
there will be more than 100,000 race
fans at Darlington, and millions more
around the globe will follow the action
on radio or television. That is a testa-
ment to both the popularity of
NASCAR and the respect that the Dar-
lington Raceway has among drivers
and race fans.

To those who have never made it to
Darlington, it might be hard to under-
stand the attraction of this sport, but
for those of us who have witnessed this
race up close, there is no question why
people love to go to this track. There is
something truly awe inspiring about
standing close to one of the turns at
Darlington and watching stock cars en-
gineered and built to the ultimate
standards roll past as they race to be
the first to finish the 500 grueling miles
that must be completed in order to win
the ‘““‘Southern 500”°. These cars rumble
past at well over 100 miles-per-hour
with only inches between bumpers, and
as they go through one of the four
turns of the track, the earth literally
shakes under one’s feet and the air is
thick with the deafening roar of en-
gines and the fumes of high perform-
ance fuel. It takes individuals of tre-
mendous mechanical skill to put one of
these vehicles on the track, and other
men of incredible determination, skill,
and grit to compete in these races. One
cannot help but come away amazed at
the abilities of these drivers and crews,
or at the challenge the Darlington
Raceway presents to these individuals.

In 1950, I was serving in my final year
as Governor of the State of South
Carolina, and on September 1st of that
year, I had the distinct honor and
privilege of cutting the ribbon that
opened the Darlington Motor Speed-
way. Nothing would give me greater
pleasure than to be able to celebrate
the golden anniversary of the opening
of the Speedway in person, but regret-
tably my schedule does not permit me
to be in Darlington early next month.
Instead, I have chosen to take to the
Senate Floor to salute the vision of
Harold Brasington, the man who built
the Darlington Speedway. I also want
to salute Jim Hunter, President of Dar-
lington Raceway; Bill France, Jr., the
President and CEO of International

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Speedway Corporation, as well as the
President of NASCAR; and most impor-
tantly, to express my greetings and
well wishes to all the drivers, crews,
and fans who will descend there on Sep-
tember 5, 1999 to see who will tame this
track.

———

THE FEDERAL RESEARCH
INVESTMENT ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come this opportunity to express my
strong support for S. 296, the Federal
Research Investment Act, which was
introduced earlier this year by Senator
FRIST and Senator ROCKEFELLER, and
was reported favorably by the Com-
merce Committee earlier this month.
This legislation is important for the fu-
ture of the nation’s economy and our
competitive position in the global mar-
ket-place.

A key ingredient in the continued
success and growth of our economy is
federal investment in research and de-
velopment. Much of America’s techno-
logical leadership today and in the past
has been stimulated by federal R&D ex-
penditures, and we need to continue to
strengthen these investments as a top
national priority.

The results of this public-private
partnership are all around us. They in-
clude the biotechnology industry, com-
mercial satellite communications, in-
tegrated circuitry, the Internet, sat-
ellite-based global navigation and com-
munications, and supercomputers.

The Act calls for doubling the federal
non-defense science budgets over the
next eleven years. As a share of GDP,
federal investment in R&D now stands
at about half what it was 30 years ago.
This share is projected to continue to
fall under the current budget caps.
Clearly, a strong commitment is need-
ed for investment in R&D funding for
basic sciences. Without a strong com-
mitment, the worsening imbalance in
R&D funding will have a negative im-
pact on the economy and the nation’s
competitive position.

I strongly support the effort to dou-
ble the federal R&D budget. It is one of
the most effective ways to ensure the
continued prosperity of our nation. It
is imperative that we continue making
these investments which have made
Massachusetts and many other states
renowned for their innovative leader-
ship. We must continue and enhance,
not cut back, on these needed invest-
ments.

I commend Senator ROCKEFELLER
and Senator FRIST for their leadership
and vision on this critical piece of leg-
islation, and I urge my colleagues to
join in supporting this important Act.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
would like to join Senators FRIST and
LIEBERMAN and other distinguished col-
leagues to commend the Senate for
passing the Federal Research Invest-
ment Act. This legislation will set a
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long-term vision for federal funding of
research and development programs so
that the United States can continue to
be the world leader in the research and
innovation upon which our high-tech
industry is based.

One only needs to look as far as the
front page of the newspaper to see the
effect of high-technology on our coun-
try. New drugs are becoming available
for fighting cancer; new communica-
tion hardware is allowing more people
to connect to the Internet; and ad-
vances in fuel-cell technology are lead-
ing to low-emission, high-efficiency al-
ternative fuel vehicles. According to a
1998 National Science Foundation
study, over seventy percent of all pat-
ent applications in America cite non-
profit or federally funded research as a
core component to the innovation
being patented. Even at IBM, an indus-
try leader in R&D, only 21 percent of
its patent applications were based on
company research. People are living
longer, with a higher quality of life, in
a better economy due to processes, pro-
cedures, and equipment which are
based on federally funded research.

New technologies and products do
not appear out of thin air. They are the
result of a basis of knowledge which
has been built up by researchers sup-
ported by federal funding. American
companies draw from this knowledge
base in developing the high-tech prod-
ucts which you and I read about in the
paper and see on our store shelves ev-
eryday.

I view this knowledge base as an in-
vestment. The US government puts in
modest amounts of funding in the form
of support for scientific research. The
dividends come from the economic
growth which is produced as this
knowledge is turned into actual prod-
ucts by American companies.

A large part of the current rosy eco-
nomic situation is due to these high-
tech industries. High-tech companies
are responsible for one-third of our eco-
nomic output and half of our economic
growth. Alan Greenspan has said that
new technologies are primarily respon-
sible for the nation’s phenomenal eco-
nomic performance, low unemploy-
ment, low inflation, high corporate
profits and soaring stock prices. If we
want continued economic growth, we
therefore need to support the funda-
mental, pre-competitive research crit-
ical to these industries, at the nec-
essary levels, and in a stable manner
from year to year—and we need to do
SO NOW.

Just three years ago, federal science
funding was in a serious decline and
fewer than half a dozen members of
Congress gave it any attention. Now
the connection between a healthy re-
search enterprise and our nation’s
strong economic growth is widely un-
derstood. In the last two years the
science budget has increased above in-
flation. In particular, for Fiscal Year
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1999, an unprecedented 10 percent in-
crease in civilian R&D funding was ap-
propriated. Yet, somehow we appear to
be once again in a situation where the
future outlook for R&D funding is ei-
ther declining, stagnating, or barely
keeping pace with inflation. We must
not only pass the Federal Research In-
vestment Act, but we must continue
our fight to actually implement the
R&D budgetary guidelines set forth in
this bill.

Finally, let me just say that one of
the original reasons that I became in-
volved in technology issues, such as
the EPSCoR and EPSCoT programs,
was because I believe that technology
should be shared by everyone, not just
those in Silicon Valley or the Route 128
corridor in Massachusetts. Therefore,
this bill should be seen as a means of
allowing for diversity in our national
innovation infrastructure—research
must be allowed to flower in Montana,
Alaska, West Virginia as well as the
traditional centers of science.

In conclusion, we have put together a
long-term vision for federal R&D fund-
ing which we hope will lead to real in-
creases in federal funding for research
and development. Federally funded re-
search has been, and will continue to
be, a driving power behind our eco-
nomic success. If we are to maintain
and enhance our current economic
prosperity we must make sure that re-
search programs are funded at ade-
quate levels in a consistent long-term
manner.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port of this bill and ask unanimous
consent that both my comments and
the news article from the Wheeling
News-Register, ‘“‘Congress Must Act to
Ensure That Vital Research Doesn’t
Lapse in TU.S.,” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wheeling News-Register, Tuesday,
May 11, 1999]
CONGRESS MUST ACT TO ENSURE THAT VITAL
RESEARCH DOESN’T LAPSE IN U.S.
(By Erich Bloch and Charles M. Vest)

Our nation is currently enjoying the long-
est period of sustained economic growth
since World War II. Much of this growth is
driven by competition and commercial re-
ward for innovative companies that use new
technologies to develop new products and
services. These new technologies are possible
only because of the nation’s investment in
research. Basic scientific and engineering re-
search funded by the federal government and
conducted at America’s public and private
universities is of particular importance. Uni-
versity research led to the laser, fiber optics
and the Internet, which make the modern
computing and telecommunications indus-
tries possible. It also discovered recombinant
DNA techniques that have fueled the bio-
technology industry, and made most of the
advances of modern medicine.

The private sector also funds and conducts
important research. Indeed, in many in-
stances it took both government and indus-
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try funding to achieve the decisive result.
The private sector’s primary function is to
advance technology and translate basic sci-
entific knowledge into commercially useful
devices and systems. But here too, the fed-
eral government has a critical role: it must
provide a policy and regulatory framework
that encourages and rewards private invest-
ment in research.

Although nearly all analysts agree that
our strong economy is driven by research, we
are not promoting and investing in new re-
search at an acceptable level, in either the
public or the private sector. This puts our fu-
ture economy at substantial risk. Despite
Washington’s proclivity for slowing the
growth of basic research funding, even in
this time of record economic growth and in-
creased tax revenues, this risk is being
noted. Last year, for instance, both the
House and Senate took major steps towards
addressing their obligation in this regard.

The House of Representatives, taking its
lead from Rep. Vernon Ehlers, a physicist
and vice chairman of the Science Com-
mittee, unanimously approved key principles
for federal involvement in science research.
The Senate unanimously passed a bill pro-
moting federal investment in research and
development. These two congressional ac-
tions, together with a host of independent
reports on investment in research, estab-
lished a momentum that must be embraced
and accelerated by the new Congress.

But Washington memories are short. Many
a good idea has gotten buried between the
end of one Congress and the start of a new
one. Let’s make sure this is not happening in
this case. Despite the pressure that bal-
ancing the budget puts on Congress, we need
to stay on the course that has proven to be
so effective.

There is plenty of disagreement about the
details of how U.S. science and technology
policy should move forward. However, we
wish to point to four recommendations of
the House Science Committee’s report that
are especially worthy of strong bipartisan
support in the 106th Congress.

First, Congress should give high priority to
stable and substantial federal funding for
fundamental scientific research. Federal sup-
port of fundamental research has declined as
a percentage of gross domestic product dur-
ing this decade. It is both ironic and frus-
trating that our research base has not bene-
fitted from the very economic expansion it
helped to create.

Second, the federal government should in-
vest in fundamental research across a wide
spectrum of disciplines in science, mathe-
matics, and engineering. The seamlessness of
science and technology and the interrelation
of their many fields are demonstrated every
day. For example, magnetic resonance imag-
ing devices (MRIs), which have become life-
saving diagnostic tools in the medical pro-
fessions, have their roots in physics, chem-
istry, mathematics, and electrical engineer-
ing.

Third, an increased focus on partnerships
is needed. University-industry partnerships,
government-industry partnerships, and
three-way efforts are required today because
of the complicated relationship between re-
search and the needs and constraints of each
sector.

Finally, the policy environment for re-
search must be improved. The Research and
Experimentation Tax Credit must be
strengthened and made permanent. This
credit has been on again, off again during the
past 15 years, despite its effectiveness in
stimulating private industry to invest in
R&D.
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At this point in the federal budget process,
there is real danger that an expanded federal
commitment to scientific research—a goal
unanimously supported by Congress last
year—may fall victim to larger political bat-
tles. Congress should ensure that R&D, espe-
cially fundamental research, receives the
priority it deserves and that partnerships be-
tween government, academia, and the pri-
vate sector are given a chance to succeed.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to praise S. 296, the Federal Re-
search Investment Act of 1999, legisla-
tion designed to reverse a downward
trend in the Federal Government’s al-
location to science and engineering re-
search and development (R&D). S. 296
authorizes a 5.5% increase in funding
per year for federally funded civilian
R&D programs, through 2010. While the
future of individual agencies, such as
the National Institutes of Health or
the National Science Foundation, re-
mains with the authorizing commit-
tees, the bill establishes a long term
commitment to sustaining the aggre-
gate research and development port-
folio during the annual budget cycle.
The bill also puts in place a number of
review and accountability measures to
assure the public and Congress that,
each year, the R&D funds are well
spent. I am pleased to report that S. 296
passed the Senate last week, on July
28, 1999, by unanimous consent. It had
41 cosponsors, about equally divided be-
tween the two parties, including the
Majority and Minority leaders. The
magnitude of support for this bill re-
flects the growing realization that
technological progress is the single
largest factor, bar none, in sustaining
economic growth.

Today we find ourselves in a ‘‘New
Economy.” Everything about it defies
conventional wisdom. Our unemploy-
ment rate is extremely low, but at the
same time, our interest rates are low.
The boom itself keeps going, defying
expectations. In fact, the current eco-
nomic boom is soon to be the longest
one in our nation’s history. Even our
national debt has fallen far faster than
economists had ever predicted it could.
In retrospect, these happy miscalcula-
tions reflect a flaw in economic growth
theory. Conventional economic wisdom
at first underestimated the strength
and depth of our New Economy because
it ignored the substantial productivity
gains generated by advances in tech-
nology, in this particular case, infor-
mation technology. However, had we
paid attention to history, we would
have known better.

Almost a dozen major economic stud-
ies, including those of Nobel Prize lau-
reate Robert Solow, have tracked eco-
nomic growth over prior decades. These
studies found that in every time period
studied, approximately half of all eco-
nomic growth was due to technological
progress. The preponderance of the evi-
dence provided by these economic stud-
ies has led Alan Greenspan to note in
many of his recent speeches that in ad-
dition to the traditional forces of labor
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and capital, a very substantial portion
of economic growth is now recognized
to be due to technological innovation
and the productivity increases it brings
to the workplace. That technological
innovation is what is sustaining our
boom today. Beyond the effects of in-
terest rates and fiscal policy, there are
the dot.com’s and the gazelle stocks,
pushing our nation’s technological
wunderkind into untold riches, and
pulling the rest of the nation along
with them.

In an industrialized nation, the tech-
nological innovation so necessary for
robust economic growth is generated
by research and development (R&D).
R&D is directly responsible for cre-
ation of the new products and processes
which account for half or more of the
growth in output per person, thereby
fueling our economy. The private sec-
tor recognizes these connections—ear-
lier this summer, Business Week de-
voted a entire issue, over a hundred
pages, to highlighting the greatest sci-
entific and technological innovations
of the past 100 years. As the noted
economist Lester Thurow puts it, “The
payoff from social investment in basic
research is as clear as anything is ever
going to be in economics.” To drive
home the economic impact of scientific
R&D, I would like to bring up the spe-
cific example of biomedical research,
which at least one analysis finds has a
rate of return that is greater than $13
for every dollar invested.

This correlation between technology
and economic growth is especially
compelling today, and not just for the
biomedical arena. On a local scale,
scores of governors are striving to
bring high tech corridors into their
states. They know, intuitively, that fu-
ture economic growth for their states
depends on high tech. America’s re-
search-intensive industries have been
growing at about twice the rate of the
average economy over the past two
decades. Job opportunities in informa-
tion technology flood the newspaper
want ads, an illustration of the Inter-
net sector’s 1.2 million new jobs in 1998.
Moreover, high tech wages are 77%
greater than the private sector aver-
age.

However, we have reached a cross-
roads in this era of technological
growth. We must remember that the
ultimate origins of today’s high-tech
companies, and hence the dramatic
economic gains we now see, were a few
seminal discoveries made in the mid-
1960’s. It was at that time that we, as
a country, were seriously investing in
research and development. Because of
the 20-30 year time lag between basic
scientific discovery and market prod-
uct, that substantial federal invest-
ment is now bearing fruit in the form
of our exceptionally robust economy in
the 1990’s.

Unfortunately, since the mid-1960’s
we have not maintained our invest-
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ment in R&D. As a fraction of the fed-
eral budget, the federal government’s
support of R&D has dropped by 25 over
the past 34 years. When expressed as a
fraction of GDP, federal funding of
R&D has declined to half its mid-1960’s
value. For certain individual dis-
ciplines, the future is bleak. A recent
report from the National Academy
shows that in the years between 1993
and 1997, federal funding for research in
mechanical engineering declined 50.4%,
that for electrical engineering declined
35.7%, that for physics declined 28.7%,
and that for chemical engineering de-
clined 12.9%. These decreases are not
just abstract reductions in facilities
and personnel at research labs, and stu-
dents and professors in universities.
They represent the very seed corn of
our economic prosperity. We no longer
have as robust a pool of ideas to ger-
minate into fundamentally new indus-
tries; we no longer have the technically
trained populace capable of fully culti-
vating and implementing those ideas.
Meanwhile, other countries are step-
ping in to fill the gap. Thirteen coun-
tries now have greater funding for
basic research as a fraction of GNP
than we do. For non-defense research,
Japan spends more than the US, even
in absolute dollars.

The problem of declining US R&D
funding is especially acute, and de-
mands action now, because of the dy-
namics of the global economy. In order
to compete in the global economy, in-
dustry R&D funding has become over-
whelmingly (84%) and increasingly con-
centrated on product development/re-
finement, i.e, the last stage of R&D.
Thus, for new product concepts, indus-
try is correspondingly more dependent
on the basic and applied research spon-
sored by the government. The connec-
tion is a direct one. Currently, 73% of
all papers cited in industrial patents
are the product of government and
non-profit funded research. With our
declining investment in government-
funded R&D, coupled with the in-
creased appetite of industry for new
market products and technologically
literate workers, the government is
stripping US industry of the knowledge
base required to derive new products
and compete in new industries.

We must also understand that this
falloff in R&D will have serious eco-
nomic repercussions into the future.
Our investments in science and tech-
nology have an impact which stretches
out over a twenty to thirty year hori-
zon. Recognition of this fact is particu-
larly crucial because of the projected
dramatic rises in entitlement spending
when the baby boom generation re-
tires. To pay for Social Security, for
Medicare, for all the hopes and dreams
of our country, we will need a healthy
economic harvest in years to come. In-
creasing our commitment to R&D
today is the surest way to provide for
the robust economy that is essential to
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our future social commitments. As
Judy Carter, President and CEO of
Softworks, points out, ‘““Without a
growing economy, Americans’ standard
of living, and our ability to support the
needs of our aging population will be in
jeopardy. Faced with a static or de-
creasing workforce as TU.S. demo-
graphics shift, U.S. lawmakers must
focus on encouraging technology devel-
opment to increase productivity, ena-
bling a smaller workforce to support a
growing population of retirees.”

We are doing well now economically
because of our past R&D investments,
but the declining R&D accounts bode
poorly for our future. The Council on
Competitiveness put it succinctly when
it concluded, ‘“‘the United States may
be living off historical assets that are
not being renewed.” It is time now to
renew those investments. With its
small but steady increases in the na-
tion’s R&D accounts and its commit-
ment to thoughtful planning and re-
view of our R&D portfolio, The Federal
Research Investment Act, S. 296, begins
the replenishment of our consummate
national treasure—our knowledge base.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I would
like to take a few minutes to talk
about an important, yet often ignored
aspect of the federal budget—our in-
vestment in research and development
(R&D). While I strongly believe that
Congress must strive to stay within the
budget caps, I also firmly believe that
funding for R&D should be allowed to
grow in fiscal year 2000 and beyond.
Many economists argue that such an
investment, through its impact on eco-
nomic growth, will not drain our re-
sources, but will actually improve our
country’s fiscal standing.

The Federal Research Investment
Act, which I authored with Senators
ROCKEFELLER, DOMENICI, and
LIEBERMAN, passed the Senate last
Monday for the second year in a row.
the bill would double the amount of
federally-funded civilian research and
development (R&D) over eleven year
period. This critical federal invest-
ment, performed throughout our na-
tional laboratories, universities, and
private industry, is currently fueling
50% of our national economy through
improvements in capital and labor pro-
ductivity.

Throughout my career in the Senate,
I have spent a considerable amount of
time advocating for greater funding
levels for civilian R&D. Together with
many of my colleagues from both sides
of the aisle, I have been trying to edu-
cate others on the value of the federal
government’s role in funding merit-
based and peer-reviewed programs. One
only has to look at the Internet, the
foundation of the new digital economy,
to find an example of prudent federal
investment in R&D.

Current economic expansion and
growth, however, cannot be maintained
if we do not provide the necessary
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funds and incentives to perform crit-
ical R&D throughout the scientific dis-
ciplines. Federal expenditures of both
civilian and defense R&D as a percent-
age of GDP have dropped from 2.2 per-
cent in 1965 to only 0.8 percent in 1999—
nearly one third of its value.

We have both a long-term problem:
addressing the ever-increasing level of
mandatory spending; and a near-term
challenge: apportioning the ever-dwin-
dling amount of discretionary funding.
The confluence of increased depend-
ency on technology and decreased fis-
cal flexibility has created a problem
too obvious to ignore: not all deserving
programs can be funded; not all author-
ized programs can be fully imple-
mented. We must set priorities.

The Federal Research Investment
Act applies a set of guiding principles,
established by the Senate Science and
Technology Caucus, to consistently
ask the appropriate questions about
each competing technology program;
to focus on that programs’ effective-
ness and appropriateness for federal
funding; and to help us make the hard
choices about which programs deserve
to be funded and which do not.

The Government plays a critical role
in driving the innovation process in the
United States. The majority of the fed-
eral government’s basic R&D is di-
rected toward critical missions to serve
the public interest in areas including
health, environmental pollution con-
trol, space exploration, and national
defense. Federal funds support nearly
60 percent of the Nation’s basic re-
search, with a similar share performed
in colleges and universities.

The Senate passage of the Federal
Research Investment Act reflects a
consensus that although basic research
is the foundation for many innova-
tions, the rate of return to society gen-
erated by investments in R&D is sig-
nificantly larger than the benefits that
can be captured by the performing in-
stitution.

This legislation sends a strong mes-
sage to the academic and scientific
community—Congress understands the
value of pre-competitive, basis re-
search and its impact on the national
economy and the standard of living.

I hope that the House will be as cou-
rageous as the Senate and embrace this
long-term funding strategy.

————

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE IN
KOSOVO

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I note
today that the international commu-
nity had a successful first conference
on reconstructing Kosovo and south-
eastern Europe. Nearly 40 leaders met
in Sarajevo last weekend. The presence
of most of these heads of state, includ-
ing President Clinton’s commendable
appearance, demonstrates that the
international community will not
shirk from the responsibility of re-
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building Kosovo from the inhumane
devastation visited upon it by the
ultranationalist brutes still in power in
Belgrade.

The people of Kosovo have suffered
nearly unspeakable brutality, and it is
entirely appropriate that the inter-
national community—which invested a
great deal in forcing the Serbian mili-
tary, paramilitary, and other gangsters
out of Kosovo—now recognizes that
long-term stability will not be created
until immediate humanitarian needs,
as well as medium-term goals of build-
ing a functioning economy, estab-
lishing institutions to devise and pro-
tect the rule of law, and ejecting the
ultranationalists in Belgrade, are met.

It is also appropriate, Mr. President,
that the European powers shoulder the
majority of this cost, as the U.S. shoul-
dered the majority of Operation Allied
Force.

When we look at the humanitarian
response to the crisis in Kosovo, we
must note with appreciation the par-
ticipation of nongovernmental organi-
zations around the world who rushed to
aid the Kosovar victims.

The American Red Cross, for exam-
ple, has been involved in the Balkans
since 1993—more proof that Milosovic
has been wreaking havoc in the region
for years.

Doctors Without Borders has been
addressing a myriad of public health
problems and responding to injuries.

These are just two organizations who
have responded to the overwhelming
needs of these people.

Prominent among these groups were
the aid organizations of most of the
world’s religions.

Again, to name only a few, Catholic
Relief Services just last week shipped
more than 1400 metric tons of food. It
has contributed other supplies and vol-
unteers as well. The Catholic Relief
Services have also taken on the project
of rebuilding the schools.

Church World Services, the relief
arm of a consortium of protestant de-
nominations, has shipped tents, food,
bedding, and other supplies.

The American Jewish Joint Distribu-
tion Committee, affiliated with the
United Jewish Appeal, in addition to
food and shelter supplies, has activitied
its medical registry of volunteer doc-
tors and nurses to operate clinics in
the refugee areas of Albania and Mac-
edonia.

And I would like to highlight the sig-
nificant efforts by my own church, the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints.

In my address to the assembled mem-
bers of our church last April, President
Gordon B. Hinckley said, ‘At this mo-
ment, our hearts reach out to the suf-
fering people of Kosovo.”” He set in mo-
tion our church’s efforts to help relieve
that suffering.

The Church’s initial response to the
crisis was timely. On Tuesday, April 6,
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specific plans were approved to ship
family food boxes on a chartered air
cargo plane. That night, over 300
Church members in Salt Lake City
packed 3,000 boxes with food to feed a
family of four for one to two weeks. On
Wednesday, the food boxes were loaded
on the cargo plane arriving in Mac-
edonia on Friday. Refugee families
began receiving the food boxes on Sat-
urday, April 10. A second chartered air
cargo plane was sent to Macedonia two
weeks later with 26,000 family hygiene
kits, 14,000 pounds of soap and 600 addi-
tional food boxes.

Other shipments containing blan-
kets, food, and clothing have been dis-
tributed to refugees in Macedonia.
Also, blankets, food,and clothing have
been consigned to the American Red
Cross. More hygiene kits have been as-
sembled by Latter-day Saints in Ger-
many, England, California, and Utah
for shipment to refugees in June. Stu-
dent and teacher educational supply
kits have been provided to refugee
camps in Macedonia. Fresh fruits,
vegetables and bread are being pur-
chased locally by the Church in Mac-
edonia and Albania and distributed to
refugee camps and host families.

The Church has sent volunteer cou-
ples to Macedonia and Albania to co-
ordinate distribution of humanitarian
assistance. A third volunteer couple
with experience in the helping profes-
sions will go to Albania for 3-6 months
to assist refugee and host families with
social-emotional needs.

To date, the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints has provided the
following humanitarian aid to Kosovar
refugees:

Fo0d—133,000 pounds shipped, plus
cash donations of $400,000 for local pur-
chases;

Clothing and shoes—2 million
pounds, so0ap—166,000 pounds, school
kits and educational supplies—4,000
pounds;

Family hygiene Kkits—52,000,
kets—28,000; and

Cash contributions to the German
Red Cross and the Mother Teresa
Soceity—3$110,000

Once all currently planned shipments
are completed, the value of assistance
rendered by The Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints will total approxi-
mately $5.2 million. The Church stands
ready to evaluate and respond to future
needs as circumstances may require
and resources allow.

The Mormon Church today has as
many adherents overseas as there are
in this country. It is a global church.
Its presence abroad contributes to an
awareness of the need for public health,
literacy, and development in other na-
tions. But, more than that, it contrib-
utes to a greater understanding among
nations and cultures.

The people of my state—not only
LDS members—have always dem-
onstrated a willingness to pitch in

blan-
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